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ACCEPT ARILI TY OF ~ i (  :A ~ F h . A  ‘ATl-~~ IN  NA TIONAL ‘ ‘ ‘ARD !N I T S

Associate r a t i n g s  have !eeu used by t he  P . S .  Army as a meas ure of
abi l i t y or leadership in a variety of training situations . Peer evalua-
tion . have been found to be reliable and valid predictors of performance
in t r a i n i n g  •~~t ext ~i (Downe y and D u f f v , 1Q75). Reliability coef!lci•nt.
have consistently been in the range of • ‘O to .~~fl , and the val idi ty o
the ratings has been t ound e nu a l  to or higher than that • other measu res
which have been used (Bolton , l~~’l; Dovnev , l~~74 , l9~~~; ‘ownev , Medland ,
and Yat es , l Q 7~~) .

— Given the nature t h e  t r a i n i n g  e n v i r o nm en t s  in ~~ 1ch associate
r atings have been used--Li ass size units dur lni mos t o’ the t rai r~ r~.
t ime——and the use of  computerized scoring technique s , peer ra tings ~tave
e.’rt found t o  be leasibje . They  can “e a d m i n i s t e r e d  and scored with

l i t t l e  d i s r u p t i o n  to routine . A po ssible drawback w i t h  th e  t e .  hn ’r t ’ i t  is
t h t t  i n d i v i d u a l s  who t ake piart in the evaluations have In some a~~tuatj of ls
f~’u ~~ t h e —  t~’ be an una~ ept ahle for ~~. of tsa e~ or-ent (Dovnev , l~ 75 ;
1Q75). Downev (l9~~) found t h a t  Ranger st~~~ent.  fel ’ that ~hev could
evaluate ~e le~~- :cr sh ip  pote~’t1al -~~ ‘ e t r  class- ate. ~~- : t  pre~~ rre ’ ~~~~~~

t have peer r at t n~ s included in their record.. A large sample of
students in ~~:i~ er Ba sic ~“ . r M e s  (OBC) at various service •choolq
report c I  ha t  th e ’.- felt ha t  t h e i r  experiences and ~~~ Mer a ~onc vøre an
in adeq -~~t t e  ~‘aa is tor ~~J ging ot~ ers ’ a~~ litv . Their a t t i i . iea  ab out u~ e
o. the  r a t i n g s  were less ne gar i-.’e , bw t%~e~: s t i l l  t c . t  it would he un—
accept i le o use ratings t o r  career  e i sion s  (Mohr , l97~~~.

All  the  r.~se~~r h  r epo r t ed  above was conducted in t r a i n i n g  environ-
m en t s ,  and f o r  the  rtio ’~ p a r t  the p ar t i c i p a n t.  we re o f t  i c e rs .  The h igh
va1I~~I t v  and r e l i a b i l it y  t ha t  assoc ia te  ev s 1u a t 1 o :~ has demons t ra ted  ~~~~~~~~~

the  t e c h n i q u e  p o t e n t i a l l y  -~ t~ uahle  a. an added measur e t~~r use In makinv
era onne l c I R I n~ in c- --~~at and con ~ at suppor t  u n i t s .  Hoveve r , t h a

s i t u a t i o n a l  cons r a i n t s  in t r a i n In g  d i t f e r  f t c ’~~ ‘ ‘-u ~~e in line u n i t s , and
the a n p l i c a b i l t t v  an~ a c c e p t ah i l it v  o ’ peer e v a l u a ti r n  I n  t h r  two
s e t t i n g s  could lead t ’  v e ry  d i f t e r e :  conclusion s about t h e  use of such
eval~~at  ions .

oLj Fh t ’.Tc

p r o - s e n t  re q e a r - was desi gned to assess th e acceptability of a
- • peer e v a i ’~;lt ion e hni~ ’te among enlisted men in c o r h a t  and or~ ’at

support uni’~~. Specifically , t a  oblect ivee were to (1) measur e sold ie r
a t t i t u d es  t ower  I peer e v a l u a t i o ni  using the  u n i t  Associate R at i n g

: e a ti o nn a l r e  ( rAR °~ (2)  g a t h e r  in tor in a t ion  re~t a r d I n g  the r e l a t i v e
acceptabilit y o t  var iru s  eva lua tion  techniques f o r  use in making drctqtons
as to promotion or separation fran the service; and (~~ Ir r o r r i n e
vh.t a t  non-training units pose any feaaibility pi~ hlens for the admthis— , -

t r e t i o n  of associate ratin g s .

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ —•-• •  —- ~--- - --
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METHOD

SAMPLE

Soldiers par ticipating in the research were members of the 27th
Brigade , 42d Division of the New York State National Guard . The research
was conducted at Port Drum , N.Y. during the 2’th Brigade ’s two—week
annual training period . However , unlike the training units in previous
work on peer evaluations (Officer Basic Training Course , Army Ind ividual
Training, and ROTC), participating u n i t s  were regularly constituted
National Guard units whose personne l were assigned on a long—term basis.

The five p la toons , one from each of five different companie . of the
27th Brigade , were representative of various combat and combat support
units. Table 1 shows the companies and number of individuals for each
platoon . B•cause the research procedures were carried out in the field
during breaks in the schedule , situational factors made it impossible
for all the designat ed soldiers to participate in the procedures , and
resulted in smaller N. than were anticipated. A total of 79 enlisted
men were included .

Table 1

PLATOONS SAMPLED AND
N1JMBF.R FROM EA CH

Platoon N

Co. D , 102nd Medical Ba ttalion 19

Co. 8, 1/127th A rmor Battalion 11

Head quarters and Headquarter . Co.,
1/108th I n f a n t ry  20

Co. A , 1/174th I n f a n t r y  17

Combat Support Co .,  2/ 108th I n f a n t r y  12

79
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VAR IABLFS

Dat.t were collected using three separate instruments. ‘oldiere
first filled out a biographic survey form designed to obtain demographic
information on •a~ I part icipant s educational , voca t ional , and mili tary
~.tckground . The form also contained two items which asked soldiers to
st a t e  t h e i r  opinion o’ the  ol e p ta b i l i t y  t various assessment method s
used in the  m i l i t a ry  f o r  tr is ion s rega rd ing  ( 1) promotions and (2)
separa t ion . Associa te  r a t i ng  was In luded as one of the assessmen t
t e c h n i q u es .  The various te~ h n i q u e s  were then rank r ’ !e r ed  according to
how desirab le the y were t hought to be for career decisions .

The ~u.~rIsmsn next participated in an associate evaluation ;‘r~ cedure .
As used here , associate evaluations are modified full nomination . where
the raters are required to choose Iron among the other members ~ their
p latoon the six soldier. whom they ~~n sider beat at ge ring the lob
don e and the six soldier s vhom they consider to he the worst at getting
the lob do ne. These choices were recorded on optical scanning answer
sheets .

Following the associa te evaluations procedure , participant, were
req uired to complete the t ARQ, a modified and expanded version of the
Associate Rating Questionnaire (ARO) which has been used in previous
aeso t~~te rating re se a r :h on officers (Dovnev , l~ 75). The UARQ
incorporat ed q uestions fro~ the AR’) th at also applIed to enlisted men ;
it .lininated t°ene daaltn~ sp ec itical lv with areas peculiar to officers
and trainees. Th e UARQ aist con tained an extensive nu-*er o~ ite ms
related to the National Guard clima te. The pr esent analysis focused on
op inions about the va lidit y and uce of peer rstin~ t echni ques. Spec i—
f t - ~tllv , responden ts were asked about their attitudes regarding the
ability of associates to pro ’~~~e valid ratings , what the ra ti ng scores
~3hould be used for , how r a t i n g  scores might  a f t e L t  t h e i r  day—to—da y
pe r f rmance . arid h~w long rating scores should ~‘e kept n an indivtd-

• ,i1~~ record .

A t vo—~ av analy sis of -ariance w i t h  repeated measures  was performe d

~o determine if differential unit membership had an effect on responses
to the ItARQ . Associate evaluation, were correln ed with a tt i t u d a
re~~~ r o .~ on t ’~~- ~!ARQ : de t e r m i n e  if  any relationshIp existed between
r iti ngs and their ac eprahilitv. An~’th er orrelationa l analysis was
perfor i-~.d p tween pe er eva luat ion s and self—evaluati Ons . Finally , t

tests were calculated corparing the nean response for  each it em against
a score which represented a neutral opinion . Significant results for
it~~.- of the t test .  would indicate a general opinion which was eith.r
positive or negative toward the item . Also presented were opinions
about various methods of making promotion or separation decicions .
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R}SULTS AND DISCUSSI -~~

The associate ra’ inga t rom c a n  of the five t 1 ~ t t - , n o  were “ur d to
be highly rel iable , and wIthin the range reported by ‘her re e~t r~~~ers
(Hollander , 1957). The ad 1u ere ~ snl i t— ha l f rel ia h ilit oef’tcienrs
r~in ~t e~I t r ’ -’ a low of  .80 for the medical p latr ’n t o  .Q’~ for t h e  I n antrv
platoon .

Associa te  r a t i n g  scores wer t  co r r e l a t ed  with each of t he  I r s t  21
UARQ it ’~ms , except items 17 and 18 which ‘..ere s e l f — r - i t ings . Assoc ia te
ritin g scor,’~ were also correlated ~

,tth the rank given to the associate
ev a 1 :i r 1 - ~. t . t H-~~- : . ~ in comparIson with other —~ t hod s of — a~ ing promo-
t ion or separation decisions . None of the coe~ ficients was .tatis—
tically signifi oa t . Ind icating that there was no relationship bet~~~en
attlt ude e ,t peer ratings and the i t ual associate evaluation score
re -o lved . The fac t that t itu ~es ~4ad r a t l t c s  were indrr-o r ~cn t
ind i c 4ttes that soldie rs answering the  q u e s ti o n n a i re  or r s n k i n L :  the
vari ’as pers nnel decision methods n a i t  not s- tanen ~ nt 0 accOtr~t how
they  e l t  t h e i r  own r -  ..~~. i st io n s  would turn out . Re~ pond~nts evid~’nt ~v
had ~j r ~o Idea of what t h e i r  own a s soc ia te  r at in :~ would he;  co r re l a t ion
bet ween a ss o c i a te  : i’ ~a - - - . and —~e i f - r a t In ~~s was r — .41 (p .01).
;‘or ~ . ~.t  t on  was r — .4~ (p ‘~ .01) between ~~ss O c i i t~ r a t  in o s  and how
respon~ eats esti~a~~ed others 

-~ o u I d  rate th en.

Tables 2 and 3 nresen: ~ 1e nroportion of respor~ enre indic~ t ing
whether various er s ,nn t 1 decision methods are ~t~~ e r r a l e  or - e- -

able t ar promotion or co i ration deci~~tons , a:- I the s ing ~ each
m e t h , -~ ~or each decision. \ssn iate evaluations were considered
ac - ept ab . e f o r  use in nr o - n i n  d’ cisions; however . i’Infon abou t ~~~~

.

of the  ratiocs in separation dec ist’o s yes divided.  For - - ‘ . r-— ~ot ion
and sen~~~- I t I n t ~ dec i s ions , a ssoc ia te  eva l oit ion was r anked ~. r t he n l d d i e
of the d i s t r i b u t i o n  ot m e t h n - ~~ . W i t h  t h e  excep t ion  of supervisors ’
ratings , which ranked t h i rd  ~or b o t h  types of dec i s i on , the • - - s ~~~.st ion
methods t a t  w r  ranked ,4 1

~vve  aisoctate ratIng ~ ‘e an oblec t ive
quality . Fvaluation ~ your work” ranked f irst and “~ k111 Qualification
Test ” ranked second tor both de lsions; soldiers seen to prefer evalua—
• a based on ; c :  formance. The high r ank i:t ~ of “~ upervisor ’s rat In~
may ~~.‘ the result - ‘ the feeling that sut~erviqors ar° in the he~ t posi tion
to evaluate an individual’, work . ~ther items in the ‘Y~ dealt ~ tth
atti tudes t owat I s :nervt4or5 and are not relevan t the ‘~r”’4ont
an alysis.

Five dLfferent units had ‘-cen samp led under tb’ as.~’,ra t ion t s~
vatjeus cot-~h . ; t  ~ita d combat support units ni ~t t  view the I%o e~~t& - j 1itv  of
asso cite ratings Jifte rent 1~~. a’~le ~. presents ‘ne results of it two—
way analysis o’ variance t o  deter—I nc if a difterence between units
ex isted in res;’onqeq to the !‘A ’t i t e r t s 1 through 20. The rosti l ts of the
anal y sis indl- - i e  t h a t  w h i l e  participant s responded to the ~~ems
diffe ren tial l y , t h e r e  was no significance d t t’ ert’nc.e between responses
of t i ”  u i v ~- platoons , nor was the Interaction between I t em s  and units
significant.
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Ta b l e  2

RANKING BY SOLD I F.RS FROM BEST ( 1) ~ W~ R ST (11)
)~~TH0D FOR DETF.RMIHINC PROMOTIONS ; AND

!‘~ R(~~~T A d  ~J’ SOLDIERS IWDICATINC
ACCEPTA BILITY OF EACH ~~THOD

Acceptable :
Ran k Item “Yes ” “No ’

1 E v a l u a t i o n  of one ’s work 89% 11%

2 Skill ash : icat I an Test 83 17

3 Supervisor ’s rating 82 18

Complet ion f pr a~ e ssiona1

~‘ - .lopme nt ril ning 81 19

5 Ra ting by one ’s osso:I.’,tes 71 27

~‘ MOS t e s t

7 :i~. in grade

~ Board d e c i sj ~~rt 19

9 Commander ’s decision ) Q

10 .etting assigned slot whiah has
hI Rh er rank associated wi th i t  31

11 Firs sergean t ’s choice 2° ‘1

L __ J
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Tabl e 3

~~~~~~ BY ~ di)lF.RS ~R M BEST (1) TO WORST ( 9 )  METHOD
FOR DE1ERMININ(: INVuLT’NTARY hFl’ARA : !-‘N : AND PFRCENTACF

OF SOLDIERS :N~~1h A : ! N : ACCEPTAB ILITY ~F EACH METHOP

Ac ceptable :
Rank It er: ,, s .  “ .‘

________ —
~~ Yes

I E v a l u a t i o n  0! one ’ s work 89% l i Z  ‘

2 S k i l l  nt l  i fic tt L - : i  est  78 22

I “aper isar ‘s rat ing 73 17

.
~ Rat in~ by one ’s associates 55

5 MOS t e st  38 .2

‘~ ii~~ in ~t r.i~i 39 A l

7 Board dec ision  35

~ Cousnander ’ s ~e i s i ’n  53

9 First ser,~eant
’s choice 31 69

Tabl e

R}’~~’iTS ~f’ ~~°—~‘A:’ ANALY~ lS OF VARIAh h Fo} 1AR ~’
ITr” ' 1 - 7r~ ANT) PARTICIPAT INc PIAT°~ Nt~

Sun of
co urce oh . l t  ( ‘ S  1: Mc F

be tween Suhject~
Platoon, -‘~. OO 3 2 . h ’ .88 ns

S uh i e c t s  w i t h i n  P i t t  as l Q 5 .R1 3. 01

~ i th1n  Su h ! e c t s

Items 142 .51 19 7.50 5,27 **
Items x Platoons 73.22 5’ 1. 32 .93 na
Subjects x Flato ’ns x I t e m s  1,’57 .77 1235 1, 42

‘ p < .001

- 6  —

.. —- — — - : -

• ____________________ _______________ 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _— —



Table 5 shows the means and standard deviation . for responses to
item. 1 through 21 of the UA~Q, excluding item. 17 and 18 which ver a
handled separately . Also indtcat.d is whether response. deviated signif-
icantly from undecided (a score of 3 ) .  The Appendix presents th.
proportion of respondents who chose each response for items 1—21. The
overall pattern of rs.uits show. a positive attitud e toward the use of
associate rating. as a part of soldiers’ records. The mean values for
items 1 and 2 indicate that participants in this study felt that associat e
ratings could be of value in predicti ng future work performance and that
the situation . upon which judgments were made in this case were adequate .
Th. very positive response to the~s items is contradictory to the
findings of Mohr (1975) in Off icer  Basic Course settings where raters
were asked to evaluate leadership potential. Of f icers there felt that
associate rati ngs were not predictive of performance , and that the
situations upon which a rating would be based were not s u f f i c i e n t  for
valid and reliabl , rating..

Items 3 , 4 , and 5 dealt with the effects that associate evaluation s
might have on performance or on interpersonal relations within the work
unit. Replies indicate that raters were undecided about the effects of
peer ratings . Respondent. ind icated a sligh t disagreement with the idea
that the associate evaluation procedure would a f f ec t  interpersonal
relations or cause an individual to work harder.

Items 6, ‘ , 8 , 9 , and 10 addressed various aspects of the pre mi s.
that a person can ud ge which members of a group of associate. are p r —
forming well and which are performing poorly. Responses to item 6 were
relatively positive , indicatin g that although one may work closely with
only a few individuals one can still judge the effectiveness of most
members of a platoon . (Content of item 6 has been abbreviated in Table
5 . )  Respon ses to question 7 indicated agreement with th. idea that
associate ratings should be based on long—te rm association . Responses to
item 8 were also positive with regard to individual, being capable of
determining who was not performing veil. Responses to item 9, which
asked if peers rate friend s high regardles s of ability , were abou t
evenly divided and indicated that in many cases respondents were being
oblective in their evaluations . Item 10 shoved some disagreement with
th e statement that not many people could judge the performance of others ,
a result consistent wi th the over—all assessment that individual, are
capable of making rating decision s, given a long enough p.riod of time
working together.

Questions 11, 12 , 13, and 14 proposed various uses for associate
rating.. Respondents s.~~~d to be undecided about what specific uses
the ratin’~s should be put to, although positive about including ratings
as part of the total record . This result is consistent with the finding
reported earlier that peer evaluation was acceptable but was ranked in
the middle of a list of evaluation methods. Item 15 asked respondents
to choose how long an associate rating should remain in their records ,
the continuLa ‘,ei ng from not vemting associate ratings to be in the
record at all to keeping them there until replaced by a subsequent rating .
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The mean response was between keeping them till promoted and keeping them
indefinitely , with decreas ing weight over time . The reply to this item
also contras ts with Mohr ’s (1973) results in which officer basic students
overwhelmingly preferred no t to have the scores in their records.

The final items of the peer evaluation section of the UARQ asked
what effect periodic as sociate ratings , if used in career progression
decisions , would have on morals, cohesiveness , and work output .
Responses were po sitive with respect to both morale and work output but
indicated that rating. would have no effect on cohesiveness. Responses
to later IJARQ items indicated that cohesiveness WaC already quit. high.

The results of the present research are inconsistent with those found
by Mohr (1975) using officer basic students, in which strong negative
feeling, were expres sed t oward associate evaluat ion as an acceptable
technique . An exp lanat ion for this marked difference In results lies in
the nature of th. settings in which the studies took place . An Officer
ga.ic Cou r se bring, together a diverse group of individual, who a r e
learning how to adlust to a new life sty le . Dur ing  the ORC period ,
officers are expected to learn many of the skills that the’.’ will be
called upon to use during the rest of their military careers . The
introduction of the associate evaluation procedure in to  this adjustment
and learning period was evidently felt to be inappropriate by the OBC
students who perticipa t ed in the evaluations and also , as Mohr reports,
by the schoo l personnel , who t reated the evaluation procedure as an
added chore . In the National Guard , evaluation is expected by the
trainees and is carried out by first serge ants and coim~anders . It is
therefore not unexpected that Guardsmen favored having their associates,
who are in many cases the i r  friends , rate them.

Th. difference in impact of the ratings between officers in t raining
and enlisted men migh t also explain why Downey (1Q75) found that when he
t~’antpulat.d instructions about associate evaluation , those officer , who
responded with positive attitudes on the ARQ tended to have recei ved high
rating scores f r om their *ssoc~at e. . The Officer Piasic Course students
who felt they could benefit were most probab ly more willing to express
p .sitive opinion s about ass~~ci.Itt- ratings. In the pres (-nt research ,
altheiig h associate rating s were accepted , there was no relationship
between ittitudec and rating scores. Guard smen are possibly less
threatened by ev aill -ati on , and theref-~rr can more fred ’. express thel—
( Ip t f l lO f ls . i n d e p e n d e n t  of t h e  . ‘ t I t I ~~ ric of the evaluation .

• cONCLUSIONS

Generally, the Nati onal Guardsme n who part icipated in the present
research demonstrated willingness to accept associate evaluation as a
part of their records. This positive response was inconsistent with
nega tive attitudes shown toward peer evaluati on by o f f i c e r s  in t ra ining
situations . 
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M.~’st of t.~~~ - Gua~ ~~sen t e i . t t h a t  associate  ,‘- .a ~ations could predict
future performance ti:~~ should be made part of individual records . T hy
also ‘ci t that thev ).~ enough experience .!lth tie men they were rating
to be able to make valid decisions. uardsmen were ur.decided about
specific uses ~-~r rstting ~ , especially if the ratings were to be used for
separation . Some opinions  We~~r expressed that i~~c o’ rating sco r es in
making career progression ecis tons would have a po ’s i t ive  e f f e c t  on
m o r a l e  and ~~~~~ ou tpu t .

A pr cb1e~ that oc ~?!ed repeatedl y and that would probably occur in
most m~n - t r a i nt n g  si t  t~~i :ne was the l~ r-j ’ssthilir’.- of coordinating
schedules so tha t  all  those who w e t e  to participate in the data collec—
t t ’ n  were  ~~- uaIlv prs- M ent . - t• p sent st v was ~~nducted during
the annual training period and no ~l s t ’~ sampled was able to produce
all the sub’e ts  reques:~’c~ ~-e causse ~ t h e r  demands.

The posit tve outcome of the r.~~rnt resear ch indicates that the
~a: 1 : - ~sl Guard wo~~1 ~s ~ e;- t t:e se ot pe er  ev a l u a t i o n  in career dc ci—
ston’.. his :‘ -~~~ it should ~~- t  ~‘e g e n er a l t & e d  too a r .  Th. nature of
the presen~ S.F’~~ is ’ ( a:.’ r i:.  ace 25. education : Mt—ht gh school, length
ot se~-’.- i. -e over two ‘.ea s) ari d the nature of in~ 1v idual involvement in
the . - .sr w~ ul - .~ ;‘rec~~~ s~ in ’e :  ~ng sIm ilar att’.tudes in a Regular Army
sample. These ~.‘-.ul’ ’. do warrant i-’ -,-rM ttg ation of ‘~~e acceptability of
a .’ - late rt ’ings in act ive Army ccr~ a’ and c ombat sup— ’ - r t units.
While demograp’~lc :

1 :ir a. :er ’. .ttcs ~~ hl d d l f ler nar~ edLy t r o m  those of
t~~e N a t i o n a l  :u d d . group s t r ~~. ’ . :c .~ would he sim ilar enough to
hvpothesL’e ace ’ran ce in ?ec. ar Army sett ings .

National (
~~ar d r-4 n N — ,~~~~~ :- .~sr ’ icipated in a:~ assoc Iat e rating

t ’ - - edure in ~htch the’. w er e  , i q . c I  to rate t h n ~~s’ in th e Ir platoon who
were  best an-I vors at w e t t i n g  S e job I- ~’e . They then completed the
~‘n i t  Assoc I ~~~~~

- Rating 0-cs ’ ionna re (t AR:~ which samp ed sttitude s
t~ ’e is~~- e  an-~ ,s e: ’a~ ili’ - : of asso la te evaluation procedures ,

and a , s corpls’ ’ed a bIogra phic ..- r v e v . - -~ardsm.n expressed generally
- s - - - r , 5 -le  a t ’  I ’  - es a s’- ~ aUSOC a ’ e “.‘a - a t  ion , In contrast to previous

findings in of’ ~cer popu1a t I ~~’s. helr .pinion , associa t , rating s
were t aqed on ~~

- - u~ an — I st ’ ftc ler. lv varied exp erienc e s with other
‘~ten~’er ’s o’ t . -  t— ’. a t c1~’r. t c  1-c valuah~e for ~ cI i c  lw future p.rformamce . -

p i l e  ‘ s’ (;uards’-x n were willing o a ceo’ associat e ratings a. part
o’ ‘~:eir ci’ ,rds. ~.hpv vc’r, neutis~ wi’ respec ’ o q ’eet’lc uses of
the rat in~ scor es In career -Ic cis lons. crc ~‘as no •ignificant - 

-

d i f f e r en c e  ~p . ~ee~i a’tlt-iIe s of ‘he - ‘arlc ri s c~ —~’a an 4 combat support
cu t s  in ~~~e .s~~~;’ls~. The u~ e 01 associa te  . ‘ - - s ~~- a ton as a career

p r ’g r s ’s s i ’r  tool in non—training . unit s was c u t  preci 1~~1 v the present
ficu - Hcugs~ and merits Iu~ ther evaluat ive investIgation .
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Table A- .’

PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS CHOOSING
EACH RF~ P’~ SF ALTERNATIV E

I uLM ~’ - .6 1 Ak v

- - ‘‘ - ‘

Be On - ‘ru e U n t i l  I n d e f i —  “n t il
I t e n  R-e&-ord Year Promoted nitely Rep laced

IF’ R.AT ’P~-- ARE A PART ‘F
YOtTR RECORl) , HOW : -~P; DO
FAVOR ITS USE? ‘fl . l S .2 16.5 21.5

E n t i r e  I ci- .
~ One

It em .r :  P la toon  Squad - t h e r s  Other  Alone

HOW U,~~~~~’, ?€MBER ~ 
V YO~ ‘R

PLATOON DO Y~ 1’ ~ )RX
CLOSEL Y ‘~ITH ? 28 .2  t~’) .~~ 13.3 3. w
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